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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION .. -
AGENCY - . 30

" 1. 9348 or {703) 920-8810 in the

National Priorities List for

Uncontroiled Hazardous wm: Sltes,

Proposed Rule No. 12 -

AGENCY: Envaronmemal Protecnan .
Agency. -

-~ ACTIONZ Proposed mie. -

_ SuMMAaRY: The Comprehensive

Environimental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(“CERCLA™), as amended, requires that

" the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan -

(“NCP”) include a. list of national
priorities among the known releases or-

" threatened reléases of hazardous

substances, pollutants, or contaminants
throughout the United States. The
National Priorities List {“NPI."] N
constitutes this list. -

The Environmental Protectmn Agency
{*EPA"Y is proposing to add new sites to
the NPL: This 12th major proposed rule

© - includes 30 sités. of which 8 are Federal

!,4‘”\““;\

k"‘wﬂ”‘ -

" of
- Mar

facility sites. The identification of a site
for the NPL is intended primarily to
guide EPA in determ.nmg which sitea
warrant further irivestigation to.access .
the-nature and extent of public health-
and environmental risks associated with
the site and to determine what CERCLA-
finariced remedial action(s), if any, may

' be approptiate. This propesed rule: -

brings the number of proposed NPL sxtes
to 52; of which g are Federal facility
gites; 1,183 sites are on the NPL at this
time, of which 116 are Federal facility”
sited. Proposed and ﬁnal NPL sifes total -

' 1.235.

DATES: Commenta on the Austm Avenue

'Radiation site, being proposed in thxs

rule based on the health advisory .
criteria, must be submitted on or before
March 8, 1992. Comments on all other: -
sites must be submitted on or hefore '
Apnl 7,1892.
ADORESSES: Mail ongmai and th:ee
capies of comments {no facsimiles) to
ty Reed, Director, Hazardous Site .
uation Division (Attn: NPL Staff),
Office of Emergency and Remedial
Response {0S~230), U.S, Environmental
Pfotectwn Agency, 401 M Street, SW.,

_ Washmgton. DC 20460, For Docket. .
. addresses and further details on their
. cont(ents. see section 1 of the

“SUPPLEMENTARY mfomnou’ portion -
preamble.

RTHER mroam\mu CONTACT:
artha Otto, Hazardous Site Evaluation
Dma:an, Office of Emergency and

. Public Law No. 99-499, stat. 1813 et seq

" gection 105 and Executive Order 12318

- sets forth the guidelines and procedures

- March 8, 1990 {55 FR 8866).
" requires that the NCP include “mteria :

defined in CERCLA section 101(24), -
. remedial action tends to be long-term in

. that are consistent with a. »permanent
- remedy for a release.

; for possible.remedial actions financed . R
.- by the Trust Fund established under

.. may be included on the NPL if it scores

Remedial Response {0S-230), U.S.- - Ground water, surface water, soil
Environmental Protection Agéncy, 401 M exposure, and air. The HRS serves as a
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460, or screening device to evaluate the relative
the Superfund Hotline, Phone {800) 424~ : potential of uncontrolled hazardous

: substances to pose a threat to human
health or the environment. Those sites
that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS
_are eligible for the NPL.

Under a second mechanism for adding
sites to the NPL, each State may
designate a single site as its top priority,
regardless of the HRS score, This.

Washington, DC metropolitan aréa).
SUPPLEMENTARY mr-'oaun'nonz

1. Introduction. i )
I1. Purpose and Implementanun oi the NPL.
IH. Contents of This Proposed Rule.

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis. . }
V. Regulutory Flexibility Act Analysxs. -

‘Lln . oo " mechanism, provided by the NCPat40
L tmducnon . L CFR 300.425(c}{2), requires that, to the
Background T extent practicable, the NPL include

- within the 100 highest priorities, one
facility designated by each State

. representing the greatest danger to
public health, welfare, or the :
environment among known facilities in

In 1989, Congress enacted the S
Comprehensive Environmental - - - ~-
Response, Compensation, and Liabi!ity
Act, 42 U.S.C. 9601-9675 (“CERCLA" or -
“the Act”) in response to the dangers of

uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. the State.
€ERCLA was amended on October 17, The third mechanism for listing,
- 1986, by the Superfund Amendments included in the NCP at 40 CFR

and Reauthorization Act {(“"SARA"}, 300.425(c}{(3}, allows certain sites to be
listed whether or not they score above
2850, if all of the fnllowing conditions -
are met:

» The Agency for Toxxc Substances

and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the

To implement CERCLA, the .
Environmental Protection Agency
{“EPA" or “the Agency”) promulgated
the revised National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan~ . U.S. Public Health Service has issued a
{"NCP"}, 40 CFR part 300, on July 18, health advisory that recommends
1982 (47 FR 31180}, pursuant to CERCLA ::esocmtmn of individuals from the

ase.

» EPA determines that the release
poses a significant threat to public
health, = -

» EPA anticipates that it will be more
cost-effective to use its remedial
authority (available only at NPL sites)
than to use its removal authority to
" respond to the release.

Basad on these criteria, and pursuant
tosection 105(a){8)(B} of CERCLA, as
. amended by SARA, EPA prepares a list
of national priorities among the known
- or.threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants
throughout the United States. That list,
wfuch is appendix B of 40 CFR part 300,
" is the National Priorities List {*NPL").
> The discussion below may refer to the
““reledses or threatened releases” that
are included on the NPL mterchangeabiy
releases,” “facilities,” or “sites.”
CERGLA section 105{a}{8)(B) also
regmres that the, NPL be revised at least
annually. A site may undergo CERCLA-
financed remedial action only after it i8
piﬁed 'on the NPL, as pgowded in the
> ded =8 . NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b){1)
ggﬁg;x}?ﬁsﬁo;hﬁifgfrd Rﬂnkmg EPA promulgated an original NPL of
promulgated as appendix A of 46 CFR - -406 sites.on September 8,1983 {48 FR
part 300. On December 14, 1990 (55 FR. .
51532), EPA promulgated revisions to the .
HRS partly in response 10 CERCLA . ..
section 105{c), added by SARA.The . .
revised HRS evaluates four pathways: -

(48 FR 42237, August 20, 1981). The NCP'

needed to respond under CERCLA to
releases and threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants,or = .
contaminants. EPA has revised the NCP
on several occasions, most recently on

. Section 105(a){8)(A) of CERCLA

. for determining priorities among .
releases or threatened releases
throughout the United States for the
purpose of taking remedial action.” As

nature and involves response agtions -,
Mechaniams for detemumng pnormes

CERCLA {commonly referred to as the .
“Superfund”) are included in the NCP at -
.40 CFR 300.425{c) {55 FR 8845, March 8,
- 1990). Under 40-CFR 300.425(c}(1), & site

. VCERCLA ucﬁou msmta)mj Qefines the NPL as
# list of “releases” and as @ list of the highest
pridrity “facilities.” For eass of reference, EPA uses
the! !am “site” to refer to all “releases™ and
“fncﬂitiu on the NPL.
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40658] The NPL has beert expanded
since then, most recently on September
25, 1991 {58 FR 48438): R EATE
The NPL includes two sectmns. one»of-
sites evaluated and cleaned up by EPA - .
{the “General Superfund'section”), and -

one of sites being addressed by other . I

Federal agencies (the “Federal facilities
section’). Under Executive Order 12580 ..
and CERCLA section 120, each Federal
agency is.responsible for carrying-out
most response actions at facilities under
its own ]madmhum custody, or control,

- although EPA. is responsible for -

preparing an HRS score; EPA is not the.
lead agency at these sites, and its role at
such sites is accordingly less extensive
than at other sites. The Federal facilities.

"section includes those facilities at which-

EPA is not the lead agency. The general :

- superfund section includes 1,087 sites- -
‘and the Federal facilities secion

includes 118 sites, for a total of 1,183
gites on the NPL.. .

‘EPA may delete sxtes from the NPL
where po further response is '
appropriate, as explained in the NCP at
40 CFR 300.425(e) (55 FR 8845, March 8, .
1990). To date, the Agency has deleted . .
40:sites from the general superfund -

* _section of the NPL, most recently 2 sites

on. }anuary 8, 1992 (57 FR 335):
John's Sludge Pond, Wichita, Kansas.
Beachwood/BerkIey Wells, Berkley
Towniship, New Jersey . -
All40 deleted sxtes are listed beiow. :

F;m- eras Deasrsn Fnogu NPL Be-
" cAUSE NO FURTHER RESPONSE NEED:
sD e M T N

Tanuery 19321
St (. Sith name Location
AR ... Cocll Lindsey ...—miv..] Nowport, - -
AS....] Taputimu Farm*...........J island of Tutila.
AZ.....| Mountan View Mobile . Gilobe.
. Home Estates (once . |-
| sted as Giobe)*. . .| -~ . ..
CA ... Jibboom Junkyard......... -] Sacramento. ..
- GM...| PCB Warehouse*...........| Saipan.” - . '~
DE .| New Castia Sicel .....x.| New Castie
FL....] Parramore Suphs.............) Mount Pisasant.
FL.....| TreCity O#t Tampa.
) Consanvationist, inc. .
FL..... VMSM'(OMW - Miami. - -
- a8 part of Biscayne - s -
: Aqwfery -
GA ....| Luminous Processes, tnc...] Athans.
I~ PetersenSaM&Grawi... v
MO} Mddtetom Road Dump ..... .} Anoapolis.
Mi..“ Grabotcu.myson 18t Louis. -

TR N e —————

.

FinaL SiTes- DELETED From NPL Be-
CAUSE NO FURTHER HESPONSE NEED—

:—:D—-Conhnued L )
[Jmarymzl
st Site name " Location -
M1 .| Whitehatt Municipal Weils..| Whitchall. - """
MN...] Union Scrap iron & Metal | Minneapolis. - -
MS...] Walcotte Chemical Co. Groenvitie. * *

) Warehouses. o
NC...| PCB SplS A it 243 Miles of -7 -
NJ...| Béachwood/Berkeley Ocsan County.

Wells, - . y T
NJ_.J Caoper Road..ccemnwend YOOrhoes | .
N Friedméiﬁnper?ﬁm | Upper Freehold. -
- Freohoid.Site): - R
NJ..... Krysowaty Farm ........d Hilisborough. - .
NJ...{ MAT Delisa Landfill...—] Asbury Paric.
OH...;-Chemical & Minerals Cleveland.

. PAL EntsrpfsaAm:e..‘...._... Philadelphia.
PA__| Lansdowne Radiation.......4 Lansdowne.
PA....| Lehigh Electric &~ Oid Forge

: Engineering Co.. Borough. .
PA....| Presque Isle.ceenend Eria, -
PA...] Reesars Landfll ...._...|‘Upper Macunge.
PA....] Voortman Fam.—..........j Upper Saucon. ..
PA_..| Wade (ABM) (once listed - | Chester, .

o &3 ABM-Wadg) -

D TT...] PCB Wastes*............| Pacific Trust
. h Torr.

TX.—.| Harris (Farley Street)....| Houston. -

- VA....| Matthews Electroplating® ... Roanoke -

. County.

WA .| Toﬂdahl Drums.....oe.....d Brush Prhirie.

Number of Sites Deleted: 40.

* State top-prioaty.

In addition. 25 sites in the general-
superfund section are in the )
“Construction Completion” category,
including 13 sites added to the category
on January 18, 1902 {57 FR 1872). When .

- . EPA activated the category on February
11,1991 (56 FR 5634}, it stated that the ~

category would consist of sites awaiting
deletion, sites awaiting the first 5-year
review after the remedial action was - -
completed, and sites undergoing long-
term remedial action. EPA has dec¢ided

to eliminate the 5-year review

subcategory. On the basis of subsequent
experience and analysis, EPA has
determined that tying these two

independent processes (5-year review

and deletion) is unnecessary and
potentially confusing fDecember 24, .

{56 FR 66601)).

" Thus, a total of 85 sites, all inthe
general superfund section, have been

completion category.

. deleted or-placed in the constmctxen

. Pursuant to the NCP at 40 CFR

300.425(c). this document proposes to
add 30 sites to the NPL. Final and -
proposed sites now-total 1,235.

Public Cominent-Period -

" “The documents that form the basis for
EPA’s evaluation and’ scoting of sitesin -
this rule are contained in dockets = -
located both at EPA Headquarters and

in the Regional offices. The dockets are
available for viewing, by appointment
only, dfter the appearance of this .
document. The hours of operahon for ¢

" the Headquarters docket are from 9 a.m.’

to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday =~ -
exluding Federal holidays. Please =~ .

V. contact mdmdual Regxonal Dockets for

hours. _
ccket Coardm&tat, Headquarters, u. S.

- EPA CERCLA Docket Office, 0S-245, -
Waterside Mall, 401 M:Street; SW.,. .
Washington, DC 20460, 20_2/260—3046. .

Evo Cunha. Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste -
Management Records Center, HES~..
.CAN 8, ].F. Kennedy Federal Buﬂdmg.
Boston, MA 02203-2211, 617/573-5729. .

Ben Conetta, Region 2, 25 Federal P!aza.. .
. 7th Floor, room 749, New York, NY
10278, 212/264—6896 P

Diane McCreary, Region 3, US EPA
Library, 3rd Floor, 841 Chestrut - '4
Building, 9th & Chestnut Streets, -
Phxladelphxa. PA 19107, 215/ 597-7904. -

Beverly Fulwood, Region 4, U.S.EPA -

- Library, room G-6, 345 Courtland -.
Street, NE. Aﬁantq GA 30365, 404/
3474216, - .

Ca’dxy Freeman, Region 5, 11.S. EPA,
Records Center, Waste Management
*-Division 7-J, Metcalfe Federal
-Building, 77 West Jackson Blvd.,
Chicago, 11 60604; 312/886-6214.

Bart Canellas, Region 6, U.S. EPA, 1445
Ross Avenue, Mail Code 8H-MA,
Dallas, TX 75202-2733, 214/665-6740.

Steven Wyman, Region 7, U,5. EPA
Libtary, 726 Minnesota Avenue,
Kansas City, KS 66101, 913/551-7241.

Greg Oberley, Region 8, U.S. EPA. 999
18th Street, suite 500, Denver, CO
80202-2466, 303/294-7598.

~

Lisa Nelson, Region 8, U.S. EPA. 75

Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA
84105, 415/744-2347.

" David Bennett, Region 10, U.S, EPA, 11th

Floor, 1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop
HW-113, Seattle, WA 98101, 208/442-
2103,

The Headq:iarters dacket for this rule

" contains HRS score sheets for each

proposed site; a Documentation Record
for each site describing the information
usged to compute the score; pertinent
information for any site affected by
statutory requirements or EPA listing
policies: and a list of documents
referenced in the Bocumentation
Retord. Each Regional docket for this
ruie icontains all of the abave
informaetion for those sites that are in -
that Region, and, in addition, the
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h&mﬁm&d,&mﬁdbe&emtﬁmrf -

" procedure for obtaining copies of any of
- these docunents. .
EPA mmdmakcommemxreeeiveé

commalpahﬂ.memmﬂaced
mtbel-leadqucmdodnetandm
available to the publicom an“as -
received” besis. A completesetof- - .
enmwtxwﬂbct’niisblefwﬁem’ng
in the Regionel docket approximately -

' avaxlable in the Headanm:dadcet

and inthe Reaonddocketmm >

. recexved” basie.

. Comments that ilchde comg!zx or

" vokaminous reports, or materials

prepared for purposes other than HRS

" scoring, should point out the specific

infermation that FPA should consider
and how it affects individual HRS factor
values. Sée Northside Sanitary Landfilf -
v. Thomas, BASF. 24 1518 (D.C. Cir.
1988). After considering the relevant
comments received during the comment
penod, BPA will add sites to the NPL iff
NCP aan ?&‘Iﬁhngom pe Lhe )
policies,

m&EPA has attempted to
respondtolahcommmts.orwbenthat :
was not practicable, to read all late
gomm:s :;d address those that

rought to eAgnm:y sattention & .

fundamental exrér in the scoring of a
site. (See, most recently, 58 FR 35848,
July 29, 1991}. Although EPA intendate
pursue the same policy with sites in this
rule, EPA cangaatenm thatitwill
cansider ordy those Comments T
posmarked by the close of the formal .
cdmment period! EPA ¢apnot delay a
final Hsting decision solely to -
accommodate eonstdentmnoi late
comments,

mmmc&emmh&o‘
Austini Aversoe Radiatida site, which is
being proposed based oa the heaith
admsayaﬂsinmdmtkel—mslcoM'-
iaﬁGdnysMkhasedoutheawte

' threatpcsed and the fact that ~
dnmmedh&auingﬁnheai&adwhwy
criteria i not | yagcomplex ts -
mmu&alﬁgmel-!l‘(s&anhulih
adyxms;tuhveau-daycument :
j\hﬁﬂn&m:ﬂuhﬂx{smhhvc

The priocity lists serve primerily

vmformnﬁonalwpo-n. identifying for the .

States snd she public those facilities and siten

or other relesses which appear to warramt

" remedie] actions. Inclusion of s faciltly ov side

on the list does naf in itself reflect u fudgment

of the activities of its owner or operator, it -
" does not require those perscas to underiake.

- any action, nor does it assiga Liability to any -

pesson. govermment scliow in the, .
forae of remedial actions or enforcement
actions will be pecessary In order to dosa, .

_ and these actions will be attended by all

appropriate procedural safeguards.

The purpose of the NPL, therefore, is

primarily to serve as an informational-

- and management tool. The identification:

of a site for the NPL is ictended

. primarily to guide EPA inde!mng

which sites warrant further investigation
to assess the nature and extent of the .
public health and environmental risks
agsociated with the sile end to
determine whai CERCLA-financed
remedial action(s), if any, may bs

- appropriate. The NPL also serves to-

notify the public of sites that EPA
believes warrant further investigation.
Finally, listing a site may, to the extest
potentially responsible parties ave - -
identifiable at the time of listing, sesve
as notice to such parties that the Agency
may initiate cnmmm

am . - =

Implementatian

mmuwmm.mmu}(ss
FR 8845, March & 1900} limits
expenditure of the Trast Pund for

- . remedial actions to sites on the final - .

NPL. However, EPA may take .
eﬁomemmwmw
other applicable statules again®d - -
responaible perties regardleseof - -
whether the site is oh the NH,,.

as a practical matter, the focus of EPA's
CERCI.Aenfnrcemantamaubahem
and will cantinue to be on NPL sites.

Strrilarty,in the case of CERCLA. - - -

removal actions, EPA hasthe authority -
to act at soy site, whether liated crnot,

. that meets the criteria of the NCP gt 40
CFR 300.425(bJ11) (55 FR 8845, March 8,
" 1990). As of the end of December 109%;,
EPA had conducted 2.133 removal
actiona, 523 of themn st NPLdla.
Information om removals i availsble
from the Superfind Hotline. .

4328 -
_technieal reforence documents relied . IL Puspees sod Inplementationef the. : . . EPA's pelicy ie to pursue cleasup of
u;aanddedbvﬂpﬁbw}cufamnr "NPE. .- e e mmm-ﬁmw
Mhmmw:ﬂahx o ~ response and/or enforcement actions
mmhmkﬂm& Purpose: - availshie is the Agency, including -
byuppmuﬁnemonl’g inthe. "~ . i‘ mkgsfahvghiﬁoryofﬂmm : ammumm
Heedqau!enonpprowiafe!tewd {Repert of the Commiitee on- - Agency will decide om & site-by-silsr -
Mmktmmayb& ,f- Environment and Public Works, Senate - - basia whethes to iake enforcement or -
damcwdu;tbeﬂmdqaam /> Repert No. 96-843, 96th Cong., 24 Sess. - o&uu&nmderﬂi?tl&w_mha .
mmpﬁaukagimdnodtet.ﬁn : 60{19&}}1&&&& theyrmalypmpmao& asthazities, proceed directly with -
informal written request, rather than & . the NPtz - CERCLA-Snanced response actions and
. formal request under the Freedom of seek 1o recover response cosis afler -

.dearmp, of do both. Ta the exiest
" feasible, once sites are on the NPL, EPA

will determine high-priority candidates -
for CERCLA-financed response action: -
andfor enforcement action through both’
Stateaad?ederaiimﬁahvu.EPAwlﬁ
take into acceunt which approe
manhhlytembhdempdthe
site most expeditiously while vaing
CERCLA's Emited resources as .
efficiently as possible.

The ranking of sites by HRS scores-
does not determine the sequence in
which EPA funds remedial response
actions, since the information colleeted
to develop HRS scores is not sufficient
in #iself to determine either the extent af
contamination ar the appropriste

. response for s particular site. Moregver,

the sites with the highest scores do not
necessarily come {0 the Agency's
attention first, so that addressing sites
strictly on the basis'of ranking wouid in
some cases require stopping work at
sites where it was already underway.

" Thus, EPA relies on further, more

detailed studies in the remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS}
that typically follows listing.

The RI/FS determines-the nature and
extent of the threaet presented by the
contamination (40 CFR 300.420{2}{2) {55
FR 8848, March 8, 1990}, it also takes
into account the amount of
containants in the environment, the
risk to affected populations and
environment, the cost to correct
problems at the site, and the response
actions that bave been taken by
potentially responsibla parties or others.
Decisions on the type and extent of
action to be taken at these sites are
made in accordance with subpart E of
the NCP (55?28&39,5&3::1:3.1990}.
After conducting these additional
studies, EPA may conclude that #t is not
desirable to initiate a CERCLA remedial

' action at some sites on the NPL because

of more pressing needs at ather sites, or
because a private party cleamup is
already underway pursuant 1o an
enforcement ection. Given the limited
resources available in the Trust Pend,
the Agency must carefully balance tha
relative needs for response at the
numercus sites it has studied. it is also
possible that EPA will conclnde sifter
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further analysis that the site dees uot

‘warrant remedial achon. -

RI/FSat Proposed Sites: R s

-AnRI/FS may be perfarmed at -
proposed sites {or even non-NPL sites)
pursuant to the Agency’stemoval .
authority under CERCLA, as outlined in
the NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1).. T
Although an RI/FS generally is

- conducted at & site afterit has been

piaced on the NPL, in a number of -
circumstances the Agency elects to

- eonduct ani RI/FS at a proposed NPL site

ini preparation for a possible CERCLA-.
financed remedial action, such as when
the Agency believes that a delay may

_ create unnecessary risks to public

health or the environment. In addition,
the Agency may conduct an RIjFSto - -
assist in determining whether to conduct
a removal or enforcement actionata -
site. .

The purpose of the NPLis merely to '-
identify releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substanices that ere .
priorities for further evaluation. The -
Agency believes that it would be neither
feasible nor consistent with this limited
purpose for the NPL to attempt to -
describe releases in precise )
geographical terms. The term “facxhty"
ig broadly defined in CERCLA to include
any area where a hazardous substance
hés “come to be located” (CERCLA
section 101(9)), and the listing process is
riot intended to define or reflect -

. bcundanes of such facilities or releases.

Site names are provided for genéral
identification purposes only. Knowledge
regarding the extent of sites will be
refined as miore information is
developed during the RI/FS and even
during implementation of the remedy.
‘Because the NPL does not assign -
liability or define the geographic extent
of a relegse, a listing need not be
amended if further research into the
extent'of the contamination reveals new
information as to its extent. This is

further explained in'preambles to past :

NPL rules, most recently February n. _
1991 (56 f'R 5598}
HL Contents of This Proposed Rule .

Table 1 identifies the 24 NPL sites in
the general superfund section and table
2 identifies the 8 NPL sites in the Federal’

facilities section being proposed in this . ~

rule. Both tables follow this preamble. -
All but one site 'are proposed based on
HRS scores of 28.50 or above. One site,
Austin Avenug Radjation Site, is bemg
progoaed baséd on the ATSDR health
advisory criteria. Each proposed s:te is
p!aced by scorein & group .
cortesponding to groups of oO sites

presented within the NPL. For example’
a site in group 4 of this proposal hasa -
score that falls within the range of
scores covered by the fourth | group of 50
sites on the NPL.

Since promulgation of the original NPL®
{48 FR 40660, September 8, 1983), EPA
has arranged the NPL by rank based on
HRS scores and presented sites on the

"NPL in groups of 50 to emphasize that

minor differences in scores do not’ -
necessarily represent sxgmﬁcanﬂy “y
d:fferent levelsof risk. - -~ . ‘
- EPA has proposed an altematwe. and
what it believes to be more
format for. presenting NPL sites in both -
proposed amt final rules (56 FR 35843,
July 29, 1991). Under this approach, .
proposed and final rules would present
sites in alphabetical order by State and -
by site name within the State, as well as
identify sites in each rule by rahk. Once
a year the entire NPL, appendix B, A
would be published alphabetically by
State. EPA has requested comment on
that approach. Until all comments are
received and considered, no final
decision on the format will be made.
The following table presents the 24
general superfund section sites and 8°
Federal facility section sites in thm mle

. in the proposed format. _ .

N.emorw. PriorITES LIST, GENERAL SU-
PERFUND SECTION PROPOSED RULE
#12 .

{By stata]

State She name City/county-
AR Popie, NG oo} E2 Dorado,
AR West Memphia Landfill. ... | West Memphis.
CA Cooper Orumt Commmennend South Gate.
CA GBF, inc. Dumg...........] Antioch.
CA McCorrmck & Baxter Stockton.
co Smeltartown Side ..........] Salida.
FL Helona Chemicai Co. Tampa
{Tampa Plant).
A Staufter Chemical Co. Tampa.
- L (Tampa Piant).
FL Staufter Chermical Co Tarpon Springs.
(Tarpon Springs Plant). |
N U.S. Smeiter and Load East Chicago
Refinery, inc.
KS™ | 57th-and North Wichita Heights. .
. Broadway Streets Site,
: “  Works, Inc. (Winnfieid -
Plant). . .
MA Bl;’mddxm & Union Walpole.
MO | Big River Mine Talings/ | Desioge:
St Joe Minersis Comp.
General Elecgmc Co/ { East Fat Rods.
AT
OR Northwest Pipe & Casing { Clackamas.
PA Austin s“Z&Avenuo Radiation ] Lansdowne.
~PA Crater Resources, inc./ Upper Merion
: Keystone Coke Co./ Township,
Atan Wood Steel Co :

NATIONAL PrRIORITIES-LiST, GENERAL Su-
PERFUND "SECTION Pncposso RuLE
#12—-Conhrmed T

~ {~By sms]

Sms Site nama City/county
PA Foote Mineral Co—_.........] East Whiteland
- o avmshp

PA Matropolitan Miror and | Frackvilie.
i Glass Co., inc.. :
> -] Koppers Co., inc. . Gmﬂes@on.
o1 {Charleston Plam) .
Vi - Tuts Welifierd ..J Tute: -
-l Refusol-hdeemyw;dﬁh Middiaton,

Number of Sites Proposed for Listing: 24.

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST, FEDERAL -

- FACILTIES SECTION PROPOSED RULE #12

At T . By statse)

. (NASA).
M cit] Andersen Air Force Base..] Yigo.

VA  |Naval Suface Warfare | Dahigren. -

VA Naval Weapons Station— | Yorkiown,
2| Yodtowm. - - - .
mmberd Sxte,sProposodtcer:g:&

Statutozyﬂequzmments

- CERCLA section 105({a}(8}{B) directs
EPA to list priority sites “among” the
known releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105{a){8}{A}
directs EPA to consider certain
enumerated and “other appropriate”
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion aot to use
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases. Where other authorities exist.
placing sites on the NPL for possible

- remedial action under CERCLA may not

‘be appropriate. Therefore, EPA has

- chosen not to place certain types of sites

on the NPL even though CERCLA does
not exclude such action: If, however, the
Agency later determines that sites not
listed as a matter of policy are not being
properly responded to, the Agency may
place them on the NPL.

The listing policies and statutory
requirements of relevance to this
proposed rule cover sites subject to the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act {RCRA) (42 U.8.C. 8901-6991i) and
Federal facility sites. These policies and

. requirements are explained below and

have been explained in greaterdetail in
previous rulemakings {56 FR 5598. -
February 11, 1981).
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Releases From Resource Conservation -
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites: |

EPA’s jmiicy' is that sites in the- - L

general superfund section subject te. !
RCRA Subﬁﬂ; C corrective actig-: .
authorities will not, in general, be : . ;
placed en the NPL. However, EPA will
list certain categories of RCRA sites

" subject to subtitle C corrective aetion.

authorities, as well as other sites subject
to those authorities, if the Agency
concludes that doing so best furthers the

‘ aimis of the NPL/RCRA palicy and the  *~

CERCLA program. EPA has explained
these policies in delal in past Federal
Register discussions (51 FR 21054, June
10, 1988; 53 FR 23978, June 24, 1988, 54 -
FR 41000, Octaber 4, 1988; 56 FR 55602, .
February 11, 1991}% - :
Consistent with EPA's NPL/RCRA

poliey, EPA is proposing to add three
sites to the

" the NPL that are subject to RCRA

. -which operated a radium refining..
- process frain 1915 te 1925 The
‘apartment and nearby areas are

subtitle C corrective action authorities.
These are McCormick gnd Baxter - -
Creosoting Co. in Steckion, Califoraia, . .
U.S. Smelter and Lead Refinery, Ine. in
East Chicago, Indiana, and General
Electric Co./Shepberd Farm in East Flat |
Rock, North Carofina. Material has beerr
placed in the public docket for the U.S.--
Smelter and Lead Refinery, Inc. site and
Co. site confirming that the owners are
in bankruptcy and unable to pay for -
cleanup, and for the General Electric
Co./Shepherd Farm site confirming its. -
converter siatus, ' | s

- Releases From Pederal Focility Sites

‘On March 13, mfummsgy;ma :
Agency announced & policy for placing
Federal facility sites on the NPL if they -

meet the eligibility criteria fe.g., an HRS *

Federal facility also is subject o the
corrective action suthorities of RCRA
subtitle C. In that way, those sites conld -
be cleaped wp vnder CERCLA, Hf "5 _ .
Int this ndle, the Agency is propesing to.
add six sites to the Federal facilities -~
Gecﬁwaf'ﬂwm. Se e »
Austin Avenve Rodiation Site" - ™~
The Austin Avenue Rasdiationsite, -
asdowne, Pennsylvania, consists of a -
duplex apartment, a warebouse - -
attached to the apartmment, other =
iesidemﬁbemrgdioacﬁvcm. :
ave been deposited; and an adjacent
railroad right-of way. The warchouee is
the former locatiom of the W.E. ...~ -
ing Company.

believed to have been contaminated

~ "major™

radioactive decay from the operation.
The ATSDR Public Health Advisasy -
issved on Septemberg, 1989 - . .
recommends. the immediate dissaciation
of residents from the site. Although =~ .
there are na longer any residents in.
either the apartment or warehouse, the
site bas o security and ATSDR1s ~ .
concerned about the potential for fires,
intrusion, or unauthorired events at the.
site. In case of a fire, the contaminants

would be indiscriminantly distributed ..

throughout the neighborkood, which -
would result i widespread - o
contamination. In eddition, nearby -
homes are conteminated with these:

The healtk advisory and other .
supporting documentation have been . -
placed in the public docket, .
~ The costs of cleanup activns that nay -
be taken at sites are not directly . -
attributable to placement on the NPE,
explained below. Therefore, the )
has determined that this rulemakingis
not a “major” regulation under - -
Executive Order 12291, EPAbas =~ . °
conducted a preliminary analysis of the .
economic implications of today's

" proposal to add new sites to the NPL

EPA believes that the kinds of economic

“effects associated with this proposed -

revision are generaily similar to those
identified in the reguigtory impact  *
analysis (RIA} prepared in 1982 for -~ -
revisions to the NCP pursuant to section -
105 of CERCLA {47 FR 31180, July 16, .
1882} and the economic analysis :
prepared when amendments to the NCP
were proposed (50 FR 5882, February 12,
19851 The Agency believes thatthe -
anticipated economic effecis related to -
propesing to add these sites to the NPL.
can be characterized in terms of the

. conclusions of the earlier RIA and the <
most recent economic analysis. This rule

was submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget for review as
required by Executive Order 12282, ..

- This proposed rulemaking is not a -
regulation becauae it does net
establiak that EPA necesearily will
undertake remedtal action, nor does it

* Tequire any action by a private party or .

determine its liability for site response

. costs. Cogts that arise out of responses

at sites in the EPA section of the NPL
resalt from site-by-site decisions about -
what actions o taks, oot divectly from -
the act of listing itself. Nenetheless, it is

usefnl to consider the coats associated - -
- onthe

with responding ta all sites in this rule.
The propesed listing of a site on the NPL.
may be followed by a search for. = -

poteatially responsible parties and &
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) to determine if remedial
actions will be undertaken at a site. The
selection of a remedial alternative, and
design and constretion of that
alternative, follow completion of the RY
FS, and eperatior and maintenance
(O&M) activities may continne after
construction has been completed.

EPA initially bears cosis associated
with respansible party searches.
Responsible parties may enter into
consent orders or agreements to conduct
or pay the cosis of the RI/FS, remedial
design and construction, and O&M, or
EPA and the States may share costs up
front and subsequently bring an action
for cost recavery. ’

The State’s share of site cleanup costs -
for Fund-financed actions is governed
by CERCLA section 104. For privately-
owned sites, a8 well as at publicly-
owned but not publicly-operated sites,
EPA will pay for 100% of the costs of the
RI/FS and remedial planning, and 903
of the tosts of the remedial action,
leaving 10% ta the State. For publicly-
operafed sites, the State’s share is at
least 50% of all response costs at the
site, including the RI/FS and remedial
design and construction of the remedial
action selected. After the remedy is
built, costs fall ints two categories:

.» For restaration of ground water and
surface watet, EPA will share in start-up
costs according to the ownership criteria
in the previous patagraph for 10.years or
until & sufficient level of protectiveness
is achieved before the end of 10 years.
40 CFR 300.435(03):

* For other cleamips, EPA will share
the cost of aremedy umtil it is

‘operational and functional, which

generaily occurs after one year. 40 CFR
300.435¢f}{2}, 300.510(c}(2}. After that, the
State assumes all O&M costs. 40 CFR
300.510fc){2k :

In previous NPL rulemakings, the
Agency estimated the costs associated
with these activities {RI/FS, remedial

- design, remedial action, and O&M] on

an average-per-site and total cost basis.
EPA will continae with this appreach,
using the mos® recesit (1588) cost
esiimates available; these estimates are
presented below. However, costa for
individual sites vary widely, depending
on the emonn, type. and extent of
contamination Additionally, EPA is
unable to 3ct what portions of the
total costs reaponsible pacties witl bear,
since the distribution of costs depends
tentof voluntary and
egotiated response and the success of

any cost-recovery dctions.

s
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. Average-
' per site t
RI/FS $1,300,00
Remeadial Desiga 1.500,000
Remadial Action ¥ 25,000,000
Net;resmt vliue of GEM®. e 3,770,008

1988 US. Deﬂars
% incivdes State cost-shere-

'AssumescostofO&Movusﬂyws.ﬂm.ooo

for e fiest yoor amd 10% discoust rates.

Costs ta ~Sta&e§ sssociated with

today's proposed rule arise from the

required State cost-share of {1} 10% of
remedial actions and 10% of first-year
O&M casiy at privately-owoed sites and-
sites that are publicly-owned butnat. -

publicly-operated; and (2} at least 50% of

the remedial plaoning (R1/FS and .
remedial design), remedial action, and
first-year O&M costs af publicly-

operated sites. States will assume the -

cost for O&M after EPA’s participation
ends. Using the assumptions developed’

.in the 1982 RIA for the NCP, EPA has

assumed that 80% of the non-Federal .
sités proposed for the NPL in this rule
will be privately-owned and 10% will be
State- or locally-operated. Therefore,
using the hudget projections presented
above, the cost to States of undertaking

. Federal remedial planning and actions

at all non-Federal sites in today's
proposed rule, but excluding O&M costs,
would be approximately $97 million.
State O&M gosts cannot be accurately
determined because EPA, as noted
above, will share O&M costs for up to 10
years for restoration of ground water
and surface water, and it is not known
how many sites will require this
treatment and for how long. However,
based'on past experience, EPA believes
a reaspnable estimate is that it will
share statt-up costs for up to 10 years at
25% of sites. Using this estimate, State

. _.O&M tosts would be approximately $30
million. As with the EPA share of costs,

portions of the State share will be borne

by responsible parties.

Placing a hazardous waste site on the
NPL does not itself cause firms
responsible for the site to bear costs.
Nonetheless a listing may induce firms
to clean up the sites voluntarily, or it
may act as & potential trigger for
subsequent enforcement or cost-
recovery actions, Such actions may
impose costs on firms, but the decisions

- to take such actions are discretionary

and madk on a case-by-case basis.
Consequently, these effects cannot be
precisely estimated. EPA does not
beligve that every site will be cleaned
v a Tesponsible party, EPA cannot
pro;ect at this time which firms or

industry-sectors will bear specific
pextions.of the respaisé cosfs, bat the-
Agency considers: the volume sud
nature of the waste at the sites; the
strength of the evidence linking the
wastes at the site to the parties; the

parties” ability to pay; and other-feetors -

when deciding whether and how to
proceed egainst the parties.
Economy-wide-effects of this

anrerdment-to the NCPare -

aggregatinns of effects on firms and
State and local governments. Al

. . effects could be felt by some individual -
" firms:and States, the total-impact of this

propasal-ca eatput, prices, and

. employment is expected-ta be nsgbgble

at the natiosal level, as was the case in
the 1982 RIA. .

Berefits

The real benefits associated w;-da—
today’s proposal to place additional . .
sites on the NPL are increased health
and.envitonmental protection as armsnh
of increased public awareness of

‘potential hazards In addition to the -

potential for more Federally-ﬁnanced
remedial actions, expansion of the NPL

-could accelerate privately-financed,

voluntary cleanup efforts. Proposing
sites as national priority targets alse
may give States increased support for
funding responses at particular sites.
As a result of the additional CERCLA
remedies, there will be lower human
exposure to high-risk chemicsals, and
higher-quality surface water, ground
water, soil, and air. These benefits are
expected to be significant, although
difficult to estimate before the RI/FSis
completed at these sites.
VII. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis
The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
reguires EPA to review the impacts of
this action on small entities, or certify
that the action will not have &
significant impact on a substantial
number of 3mall entities. By small
entities, the Act refers to small
businesses, small government

= jurisdictions. and nonprofit

organizations.

While this rule proposes revisions to
the NCP, they are not typical regulatory
changes since the revisions do not
automatically impose costs. As stated
above, adding sites to the NPL does not
in itself require any action by any

- private party. no: does it determine the

liability of any party for the cost of
cleanup at the site. Further, no
identifiable groups are affected as a
whole. As a consequence, impacts on
any group are hard to predict. A site’s
proposed inclusion on the NPL could
increase the likelihood of adverse
impacts on respansible parties (in the

form.of cleanup costs), but at this tme-~

-EP& gammot identify the potentiaily

affected businesseq nor estimate the
number of small businesses that might

. also be affected.

The Agency does expect that CERCLA

Aacﬁom svuld significantly affect certain
" industries, and firms within indusfries,

that have caused & proportionately kigh
percentage of waste site problems.
However, EPA does not expect the
listing of these sites. to have a significant
esanomic.impact an & substantial -
numberef small businesses. :

In any case, economic impacts would
occur only through enforcement and
cost-decavery actions, which EPA takes
at its discretion on a site-by-site basis.
EPA considers many factors when:

" determining enforcement actions,

including net only the firm’s
coniribution to the problem, bat also its

. ability to pay,

The impacts (fom cost recovery} on
-small governments and nonprofit

- prganizations wonld be determined on a

similar case-by-case basis.

 List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Alr pollution control, Chemicals,
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental
relations, Natural resources. Oil
polluﬁon. Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Superfund, Waste .
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Water supply.

TABLE . 1.—NATiONAL PRIORIMES LIST,
. GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION Pro-
POSED RULE #12

{8y groupl
g‘,ﬁ,‘ State Site name Cay/couwy
L CA ...t McConmick & Sockton
Baxter Creosoting
Co.
| IOV B o~ o RN Smeitertown Site .......| Sahds.
1 erend Pl Stautfer Chemical Tamps
Co. (Tampa Plant).
Y s Flouinni Stautfer Chermical Tarpon
Co. (Tarpon Spanga.
Springs Piant).
¥ e} Neoee] LS. Smisiter and East Chcago
: Lead Refinery, inc.
| - MO ......| Big River Mine Desiogs
Tailings/St. Joe
Minerals Corp.
1 wereeed NC..o.] Geniral Electric Eam Fat
Co./Shepherd Rock
Farm. ’
4. AR .....] Wast Memphis Waest
Landfifl. Memphes.
4....] CA.....] GBF; Inc. Dump........} Ansoch,
4 ...} OR......] Northwest Pipe & Clacsarmen.
4. UT ... Richardson Fiats | Summa
Tailings. - ] Courty
| Jo— AR ......| Pogile, Inc €1 Dor
5 CA.....; Caoper Drum Co..... 5 Soutn Gaw
5. XS ... S7th ana North | Wichae
Broadway Sirvets | ey
- Ses. - !
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TasLe - f.—NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST,
GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION PRO-

TABLE 1.—NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST,

- GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION PRO- |

TaBLE 2.~NATIONAL PRICRITES LIST,
FEDERAL FACILUTIES SECTION PRO-

POSED RULE #12—Continued . POSED RULE #12—Continued - POSED RuLE #12—Continued
(Bygoupl . | - 8y groupl: . T mygowl .
WL | state Stename . | Ciy/county i Stato- Site neme Chtytcounty: | % Ste | Stename P
5. LAL....] American Crecsote | Winnfiekk 22 | PA...| AustinAvere - | Larisdowne. | 5....] GU....| Anderson Ak Force | Yigo.
: Works, Inc. - - : | Radition Ste. - -} Base) - ‘
- {Winnfieid Plant). - { - 5 i} VA ...} Naval Surface Warfare | Dahigren.

5 coef MA....| Blackbum and - + | Walpc's. ‘Number of Sites Proposed for Listing 24, - - ¢ 1.c -} Center—Dahigren:
. .1 ..} JUnion Privieges.. [ .. . .. \Sites are placedﬁm?muos {Gr)conesponang !o 5 vieed ¥A....o..| Naval Weapons. 1 Yorktown.
5.1 PA....] Crater Fesources, | Upper Merion moffﬂmm Station—Yorkiown.

Int./Kaystone Twp. -

Coke Co./Alan . C Numbetotsmastposadfor Listing: 8.

Wood Stael Co. . TABLE Z—NAT!ONAL Pmonmss LIST, ) Gites are piaced i groups (GN cgre ing to
... PA__| Foote Mineral Co._...} East . -FEDERAL - FACILTIES St—:cnou FRO~ QFWDSdSOonmsﬁne?

Mineral . u
ST i P°SE°R LE #12 ' Authority: 42 U.S.C. 9601-9657; 33 U.S.C.

5. $C .| Koppers Ca,, Inc. Charleston. - . (Bygroupd ~ o 1321{c}{2): E.O. 11735 38 FR 21243, E.O. 1..580.

{Charleston Plant). | - - - =z 52FR2923. :
5 e Ve Tuty Weilfield o Tutn,” NPL o - " Cityt Z.
e P feitied ... Frackitle. Gr1 | Stte Site name comty |- " Dated: }anuary27 199

. and Glass Co,, L Don R. Clay,

ne.. - 2....} TN.....| Memphis Defense Memphis. | Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid
15 Wh..| Refuse Hideaway : | Middleton. . Depot - - . | Waste and Emergency Response.

Landfill. . . § ... CA......] Concord Naval Concord, e g " . B
20| FL__| Holona Chemicat ~ | T =g GA " ion. > | [FR noc.sz-sm_s Filed 2-6-92; 8:45 am]

Co.(ramﬂam). : : 5. CA......d Jet Propuision | Pasadena. | BMLING CODE $560-50-4

. Laboratory (NASA). 1. -




